Ji.pril 27, 1971 

Dear Harold: 

Thanks for your mailings of Vl9 a-nd 4/24. Thanks for the Anderson column 
and Garrison's incredible letter to Joesten; I am returning the latter, along -with 
several carbons you asked to have back. 

Tour note to Bob Cutler mentioned the Torbitt manuscript. I read this when 
I was at Bud's last year. It is the most gawdawful nonsense! I was really shocked 
that Bud took it seriously for more than 10 minutes - although I got the imnression 
that he caught on after a while. A.s I recall, Werner Von Braun was in on the plot. 

Very good letter to Boggs. Unless what he said was quite different from what 
I heard, I would be very reluctant in approaching him. He appears to have taken 
lessons in logic from Garrison. 

If you get the material which Bud gave Boggs, I would appreciate a copy. 

I'm enclosing the Stem draft request for the FBI files; use it any way you 
wish, but I suggest caution. It might be nice to get Boggs turned on quietly 
with such items but I question the value of any public use by him. I am not enclosing 
any of the other documents relating to how Stern got turned off, how the FBI arranged 
to flood the WC with junk, etc., since they are in the large file which is now being 
copied for you. (It won't be ready until next week.) I probabl3'- should do a. memo. 

I got a very strong impression that Hoover is no fool when it comes to getting things 
on the record. It is clear to us what was going on but the evidence is circumstantial, 
and the records often would support Hoover - after all, they never denied any requests 
from the Commission, and I can show you a letter from Rankin highly praising the FBI's 
cooperation. To anyone not intimatelj^ familiar with the problems, the Stern draft 
may discredit Stern or Willens or Rankin, but not the FBI. So, don't encourage Boggs 
or anyone else to make public use of it. 

Incidentally, my understanding was that Stem may still be x-rith his pre-VC la.w 
firm in Washington - Wilmer, Cutler, & Pickering (wR 479)- 

Let me ramble a bit more on the nature and possible use of our FBI material, since 
this relates also to your AGENT OSWALD. As far as I know, we have only secondary and 
circumstantial evidence that Osxirald was an a.gent. Many of the hard facts are not new; 
much of our case relies on the FBI's handling of material for the Commission. I know 
from the response to my memos that this kind of material is very difficult to follow, 
even by people quite familiar with the case in general. It seems to be that this 
material can be properly handled only in a, very detailed and c3/?fully organized and 
documented work. If you try to xjrite the xdiole story for a mass audience, I don't see 
how it can be adequately covered. A, lot of people are conxTonced already that Oswald 
was an agent, thanks to Garrison; I would suggest that we not address ourselves to this 
audience but to the most hard-headed historians. There are problems in using all the 
material we have right away; for example, your source re S-numbers might not have been 
fully used yet; I don't think Quiroga has been properly interrogated; and it would be _ 
good to hide our special interest in DeBrueys as long as possible. I think it would be 
bad if a strong but hasty book got Garrison going again. Also, there is much more 
work that can be done in this area - interviex^s xd.th Stem et al . , more F of I requests , 
etc. I would think that if we had an outline/first draft we might be in a position 
to get support toward a polished final product. To repeat, this is very complicated 
material and anything either of us does would have to be very heavily revised and edited. 
If you want to exploit the current situation quickly, I suggest focusing on one or 
two areas where it can be charged that the FBI really lied to the Commission. One such 
is the Hosty notebook entry, -which is not new, but has not really been analyzed. (The 
docximents and some notes are in the pages being copied.) Recall that the FBI 
proba.bly retyped a pa.ge to delete the entry, as indicated by -the form of -fche numbering, 
although the affidavi-ts tell a contrary (and internally xmconvincing) story. Another 
simple goodie is the fact the the FBI HQ file does not reflect some recently-disclosed 
interception of Oswald's letters, and that the FBI probably purged -the file. Even 
in this case the FBI xri.ll probabljr have some excuse, such as saying that raw material 
obtained by one field office (NY in -this case) was sent to others but not to HQ, since 
the field office . where the case wa.s assigned was expected to include -t±ie 

information in a report, (I XTOuldn't believe that, but many people would. And that is 
in an area where our case is unusually strong.) 
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I will certainly do whatever I can to help you in this area. If you get 
any more definite plans, let me know. I think I have sent you everything I have 
(CD's, memos, etc.), but it would take quite a while for me to sit down and put 
it all together. You can use any of it, but please keep the above comments in 
mind. Your warnings to others about Bud, JG, and others who jump into public 
print has made me quite cautious. If any of the proposed Investigations of the 
FBI get off the ground, that mi^t give us a good platform for getting our case 
on the record in detail. 

On the enclosed Stern dra.ft: I should repeat that the letter as sent did not 
include the , crossed-out parts, only the questions (I have it, but it is 

being copied); the FBI's reply is CE 833* 

Your letter of 4/22 asked about reports of Oswald being seen in a N.O. nightclub. 
I enclose CD 126, page 41, which relates to Pena's claim that the third leafleter 
looked like a (he said) boy friend of the piano player at the Boom Boom Room. 

Note that the piano player was neither identified or interviewed! 1 (Page 42 is on 
a different subject.) 

Is that what 3 ^ou had in mind? I thought of two other possibilities: 

1) CD 244, pPo 38-43, re Bourbon House. Thornley was there; Clay Bertrand was 
discussed after 11/22. 

2) CD 464, p. 27-8; Connie Kaye, a, singer at the Bourbon House, was involved 

in a disagreement with someone, maybe Oswald, as a result of her anti-Castro 
remarks . 

I am sure I sent you these two items earlier. 

Sincerely, 

cc: JNS, GRS 



